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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from Heineken UK 

Heineken UK is proud to be headquartered in Edinburgh where we also operate the 
Caledonian brewery in the City. We own approximately 250 pubs in Scotland which 
run on a leased and tenanted model. In 2019 we have invested over £4m in those 
pubs.  
 
We do of course, also sell our cider and beer into the off trade – both wholesale and 
retail. We believe therefore that we have a wide-ranging perspective on the issue of 
deposit return.  
 
HEINEKEN globally has operating companies in 70 countries. A number of those 
already successfully participate in deposit return schemes. This is however the most 
ambitious scheme that we have seen – with all products and almost all sizes in scope 
from day one and required to be established almost within a year from the publication 
of the final regulations.  
 
We support the Scottish Government’s aims to increase recycling and reduce litter in 
Scotland. We do though have concerns, primarily over the timescales for its 
introduction – which we believe will be extremely difficult to achieve.  
 
We are members of the Scottish Beer and Pub Association, and as such support their 
submission to the Committee. We have pulled out some of the salient points in this 
short submission, to echo their major themes.  
 
1. Scope (materials) – the types of container proposed to be covered and excluded 
and any specific issues. 

It is clear from our own interactions with our customers and consumers that we all 
need to continue our drive towards a circular economy. In particular, it is clear there is 
a need to tackle the amount of plastics that find their way in to our oceans.  

However, we do have concerns over the inclusion of glass containers in the system. 
The inclusion of glass will create a number of issues, including dramatically increasing 
costs (to consumer, producers, retailers and the Scheme Administrator). We are also 
concerned about the possibility of producers in the longer term moving from glass into 
aluminium, and more concerning still, into more single use plastic through the use of 
larger PET bottles – something which happens in parts of Europe.  

We believe it is reasonable to assume that some consumers will upsize from small 
containers to larger containers to reduce the level of deposit to be paid. The 
implementation of a DRS in Croatia was followed by an increase in the consumption 
of 2litre PET bottles of beer.  

The inclusion of glass drastically increases overall costs to producers and especially 
to retailers. The vast majority of retail trials that have taken place so far have only 
included aluminium and PET, which can both be crushed and retained by the existing 
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small units. A Reverse Vending Machine (RVM) which also receives glass, takes up 
far more retail space and needs emptying throughout the day by shopfloor colleagues.  

In terms of cost, whilst the estimated average producer fee across all material types 
is 3.3p in the first five years, there are bound eventually to be separate fees for each 
material to avoid cross-subsidisation. The producer fee for glass products may well be 
as much as 10p per container. As this will have a dramatic impact on the cost of 
bottling in glass, it is likely to increase costs for consumers as well as producers.  

The inclusion of glass also leads to more complex and expensive infrastructure. This 
includes RVMs, where in addition to the 14,000 manual return points, 3000 much 
larger and more expensive machines will be needed for safe storage. 

Currently our pubs recycle glass via their respective waste disposal contacts, where 
the integrity of the container is less important. Glass can be smashed and only the 
weight of the overall material considered. In the proposed system, the glass containers 
will need to be protected against breakages until being counted at a counting centre 
in the case of manual returns. In contrast, PET and aluminium could easily be stored 
in bags.  

There will also be additional issues for the hospitality sector, including pubs, resulting 
from the inclusion of glass. In addition to the need to prevent against breakages to 
ensure repayment of the deposit on stock, the addition of a deposit (and increasing 
cost due to the producer fee) will increase the cost of stock by significant margins and 
could negatively impact the cash flow of the business.  

There will also be storage issues and a new incentive for theft which will have a 
detrimental impact on pubs and others in the hospitality sector. Currently, glass 
recycling is often stored in large bins, outside in non-secure areas, with a deposit now 
added to the containers this may no longer be possible. Because each bin will be worth 
circa £50 in deposits, businesses will be forced to ensure their containers are held in 
a secure location, which for a significant number of premises will mean indoors where 
space is already at a premium.  

2. Scope (retailers) – implications of the scheme applying to all retailers selling 
single-use drinks containers, including online retailers, and exclusion of businesses 
such as pubs and restaurant that sell drinks for on-site consumption.  

The opt-out for hospitality premises operating a ‘closed-loop’ system is to be 
welcomed and in line with the best practice of similar systems in operation in other 
markets. It would simply not be viable for busy town and city centre pubs to also be 
return points. Indeed, 92% of the beer sold in the on-trade is draught, dispensed in 
kegs and casks. 6% of beer is sold in glass bottles, 1% in cans and 0.2% in PET. A 
key concern however is the reduction of cashflow resulting from having to pay out the 
deposit on all stock.  

3. Costs and operational impacts – costs anticipated for your business, service or 
sector and the appropriateness of the proposed financing model (that the scheme will 
be funded via unredeemed deposits, revenue from the sale of materials and a 
producer fee).  
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A not-for-profit, industry-run model is largely in line with the best operating systems in 
other markets and we support this approach. The introduction of any scheme will 
however come with significant cost to our business, especially if we are required to 
produce two separate Stock Keeping Units (SKUs) for each product. This will add 
millions of pounds of on costs for our breweries and our cider plant. This is as well as 
our retail customers who will need to create new picking slots, and our third party 
delivery partners who will need additional storage for each additional product.  

The true cost of the scheme of course is unknown until we have the final regulations 
from the Government. Many of our calculations are still assumptions. What we do 
know is that we will have to balance the cost to our business of any changes against 
the cost of fraud if we do not produce two different SKUs for each product.  

4. Consumer and social impacts or risks – accessibility to consumers and what 
impacts are anticipated on different groups, including those with disabilities, those 
without private transport, and those living in rural areas. 

Glass increases accessibility issues for all groups identified in the question due to the 
average weight of glass containers being 7-to-8 times heavier than other types of 
materials. Glass also creates handling and safety issues for those with disabilities 
which do not exist with other packaging.  

Consumers with houses, driveways and access to a car will not find taking part in a 
DRS anywhere near as difficult as someone with mobility constraints living in a block 
of flats and using public transport to do their shopping. These consumers will often do 
more frequent shops as well because they cannot take as much shopping on public 
transport.  

5. Local authorities – implications of the proposed scheme for local authorities, 
including impacts on kerbside collections.  

We are concerned that the loss of material from kerbside recycling may have a 
significant impact on local authorities. Any loss in revenue would be made up through 
increases in council tax or the longer-term reclamation of costs from producers and 
retailers – adding further cost on to business.  

6. Timing - implications of the proposed timeframe (a minimum 12-month 
implementation period from the passing of legislation).  

The current aim of having a system up and running during the current Parliamentary 
term as proposed is highly ambitious.  

While the current timeline could fulfil the 12-month notice period, we believe that we 
will have only clear certainty on the design in early 2020. This falls short of the time 
we believe we need to make this a success.  

We need clear certainty before starting operational and logistical changes to ensure 
the scheme is robust. At present we just do not have that clarity – particularly whilst 
we wait for the establishment of the scheme administrator.  

It may be possible for the progression of some elements of the system before it is 
finalised (establishing the structure and remit of the scheme administrator, developing 
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tenders and specifications for key aspects (RVMs, labels, etc.), but the timelines for a 
complete system are extremely challenging. 

7. Governance – how the scheme should be administered, and appropriateness of 
the proposal for scheme administrator that is industry-led, privately owned and 
operated on a not-for-profit basis. 

We support the establishment of a scheme which is administered and led by industry.  

8. Broader waste policy context – will the scheme achieve its intended purpose in 
isolation, or does its success depend on the performance of broader measures? How 
should the scheme cooperate with any other proposed schemes in the UK? 

It is crucial than any system is implemented alongside reform to the current PRN 
system which is currently reserved to the UK Government and is complementary to 
this.  
 
Failure to do this would see producers like HEINEKEN pay twice – once for the DRS, 
and once in the form of a producer responsibility levy.  This would be unfair and 
unsustainable.  
 
There is also agreement across industry that the only truly workable system, which 
avoids negatively impacting consumers and businesses in Scotland, is one which is 
GB-wide. We understand the Scottish Government’s ambitions to lead in this area and 
not to have to wait for other administrations to reach the same place. However, we 
believe that the operation of a separate Scottish scheme, before the rest of the United 
Kingdom, will bring major financial and operational challenges to all concerned.  

The increased potential for fraud means that there is a high likelihood that a degree of 
Scotland-specific SKUs/labelling will be required. This will bring enormous increases 
in cost and complexity, disproportionate impacting SMEs and Scottish companies 
exporting to the rest of the UK and wider world. No one would want to see Scottish 
businesses at a disadvantage to those operating in England and Wales. 


